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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to explore the undergraduate experiences of faculty
members at one institution. A review of the literature revealed that there does seem to be
a positive relationship between faculty-student interaction and the student's retention at
the university level. Students are also more likely to persist if they have become involved
in out of class activities. The need to bring these out of class activities in line with the
academic mission of the university is clear. Students need to be developed in all aspects
of their life.
As student affairs administrators seek to help create seamless learning
environments, it is necessary for them to foster good working relationships with the
faculty. In order for this to happen, it seems to be important to establish some common
ground. This study began to look at the undergraduate experiences of faculty and what, if
any, relationships were there with interactions with today's students and the teaching
styles the faculty member had developed.
A sample of 787 faculty members was selected from a medium sized, public
institution in the Midwest. An original survey was sent to the above asking them about
their undergraduate institution, their out of class experiences, their experience with
faculty, and their experiences as a faculty member today. The completed surveys
(N=l 78) were then analyzed for frequencies. Frequencies were run on demographics as
well as living environments, co-curricular activities and involvement with faculty and
students. A chi square analysis was completed· to look for a relationship between
perceived influence of out of class activities on persistence and the amount of self
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reported involvement in said activities. This analysis indicated that many of those
surveyed who had a low level of involvement during their undergraduate years also
indicated that those experiences had little influence over their current relationships with
students. A second chi square analysis was completed to look for a relationship between
the amount and type of undergraduate involvement by the faculty member and their
current, self reported, interactions with students. From this analysis, it was noted that
several participants reported being highly involved with students now but had little to no
involvement in out of class activities during their undergraduate years.
Results from the survey yielded a large amount of data which provided an
overview of areas for future research which are outlined in the discussion portion of this
paper.
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Chapter 1
Introduction and Problem
There is a growing trend in higher education to recognize the relationship between
the world of academic affairs and the world of student affairs. Kuh, Astin, Astin, Bloland,
Cross, Husrst, Marchese, Nuss, Pascarella, Pruitt, Rooney, and Schroeder (1993)
discussed the importance of the two functional areas within higher education coming
together to better serve both the academic and psycho-social needs of the student. From
their meeting, The Student Learning Imperative (SLI) was developed (Kuh, G. Et al.,
1994, Appendix A). This document provided clear suggestions of ways to bring student
affairs and academic affairs together as well as raising questions that college personnel
should consider in the mission to develop the student both academically and psychosocially. A special issue of the Journal of College Student Development (ACPA,
March/April 1996) was devoted to a discussion and evaluation of the SLI. Faculty and
administrators are debating the importance of utilizing out-of-class activities to foster
academic enhancement.
Some researchers believe that as the college population and enrollment trends
continue to change there is a growing need to re-evaluate how we serve students (Kuh, G.
et al., 1994; Pruitt-Logan, 1996, Pascarella, 1986). The SLI speaks to the notion that the
number of individuals seeking higher education opportunities is rising (Kuh, G. et al.,
1994). There is more competition among the larger pool of higher education institutions.
Students are enrolling at the university but their retention rate has been dropping
(Pascarella, 1986, Tinto, 1993). Institutions must be concerned not only with recruiting
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and helping the student to enroll but also resources must be devoted to keeping the
student enrolled. As Donhardt mentions, "Enrollment management involves not only
solving retention difficulties, but also influencing the whole enrollment picture, from
recruitment through graduation (1995, p.457)." Student retention has become a job for
both faculty and student affairs personnel. The faculty must do their part to ensure
academic success. The student affairs staff must meet the psychosocial support needs of
students. Currently, these two areas often appear to be working against each other. Often
faculty perceive that the out-of-class activities take away from the students time and
energy to complete course work which in tum gives the notion that the work of student
affairs professionals is not supported by the faculty. Cooper, Healy and Simpson (1994)
report that out of class activities are often unappreciated by the academic side of campus.
Astin (1996) remarks that student affairs staffs are often more supported and respected in
their work if others at the college have placed priority on student development. In an
editorial regarding the SLI, Charles Schroeder remarks, "We must overcome the isolation
and compartmentalization that characterize our tightly bounded organizations and
develop collaborative partnerships that promote student learning (Schroeder, p. 116)."
Although the ideals suggested in the SLI are very sound, there seems to be an 'us'
versus 'them' mentality among many members of the college community (Kuh, G. et aL,
1994; Kuh, G., 1996). Some faculty believe that their academic role is the main mission
of the university (Bondeson, 1996). Many faculty members see the academic pursuit as
being the reason students attend a university. Student affairs staffs recognize the
importance of the out of class experiences on a student's cognitive development.
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Although these perceptions are both correct they can sometimes cause friction. The SLI
charges student affairs staff with the mission of forging partnerships to create a more
holistic environment for students (Kuh, et. al., 1994.p. l l 8). Student affairs staffs
sometimes become frustrated because faculty members can't come to them. The literature
suggests that the student personnel staff must approach the faculty. As Brown (1996)
suggests, student affairs professionals should, "be collaborative with faculty in two-way
relationships (p.241)." He further suggests that the student affairs professional should
help encourage the faculty member to promote personal as well as academic development
in the student.

If faculty are not aware of and have not internalized student development values
in their institution, it may be necessary to educate them. One obstacle to this process is
simply that the faculty workload is heavy. Teaching, research, publication and service
leave little time to focus on student needs. Faculty may not have the time to study
student affairs documents and literature to determine their acceptance of student
development theory. It is important to determine the beliefs and opinions of faculty
towards the SLI and student affairs in general. According to Kuh et al. (1996), it is vital
that faculty and staff be able to meet together and discuss what matters to today's college
students. There must be some common ground in order to have such a dialog. The need
to bridge the gap between academe and student affairs is clear.
Separation between faculty and student affairs staff can have a negative impact on
students. Students who feel they are not cared for enough by both faculty and staff may
choose to leave school. Students need to be provided with an environment that
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maximizes their learning opportunities by encouraging them to learn both inside and
outside of the classroom. When faculty and staff come together in this holistic
educational mission, the primary beneficiary is the student. This seamless learning
environment can provide the support necessary to be successful.
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Chapter II
Review of the Literature
Alexander Astin's book, What Matters Most? Four Critical Years Revisited
(1993) is well known for analyzing the influences which affect undergraduate students
and their desire to persist in college. According to Astin (1984, 1993), one of the leading
authors in the area of student involvement and retention, student-oriented faculty is one of
the strongest environmental factors which positively influences retention. In his study of
over 20,000 students, Astin (1993) found that the most frequently cited element of
student satisfaction was faculty/student interaction in a non-academic setting. Students
were positively affected in several areas if they felt that faculty were student oriented.
Some of the areas that were directly affected were degree attainment, scholarship and
critical thinking skills. Some of the indirect areas that were affected were college GPA,
leadership and decision to re-enroll in the same university.
Wilson, Gaff, Dienst, Wood & Bavry in their book, College Professors and Their

Impact on Students (1975), discuss the importance of the relationship between faculty and
students. They mention several important aspects of the faculty-student relationship
including out of class activities. In their study, faculty who were considered "highinteractors" had more influence over students and may receive more positive and higher
evaluations from their students. "High-interacting faculty perceive that they have greater
influence on students generally in three major areas: students' personal philosophies,
decisions about majors, and formulation of career plans (p. 163)."
Mallinckrodt (1988) compared black and white students with regard to factors that
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affected retention and persistence. Mallinckrodt surveyed 101 white students and 42
black students with questions focused on social support and dropout intention. He found
that students need to be integrated into the fabric of university life and that students who
don't persist mention lack of significant relationships on campus, including relationships
with faculty. The white students noted that family support as well as helpful
relationships at school were important to their persistence. Quality of relationships and
:friendships were important to black students. The author concluded that supportive
relationships including those with faculty are important to a student's desire to persist.
Pascarella (1984) created a model to investigate college environmental influences
on the student's academic endeavors. He utilized data from a survey of 5,162 students in
the 1975 Cooperative Institutional Research Program. Pascarella's findings included the
importance of faculty-student relationships. He noted that the lack of availability to
students on the part of faculty had a direct negative effect on a student's college
achievement.
In a study regarding faculty mentors Anderson, Dey, Gray & Thomas (1995)
found that faculty involvement positively effects student involvement but that not much
is known about what types of contact are most beneficial. The student sample included
data on 5,615 students. Students were asked to fill out a Student Information form as
well as a follow up survey. The authors found that the majority of students received more
advice and guidance from professors than personal assistance such as dealing with the
campus bureaucracy. They suggest that encouraging faculty members to engage in
interactions both inside and outside of the classroom will enhance a student's college
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experience.
Another important aspect of retention is student involvement. Authors such as
Alexander Astin (1984, 1993, 1996) and Cooper, Healy and Simpson (1994), believe
there is a direct relationship between student involvement and student development, that
as students are more involved in college life, they are more likely to demonstrate greater
cognitive and psychosocial development. Most student personnel staff are familiar with
the theories of student development which involve looking at students and the stages they
go through during their college years. Student Affairs staff are aware of the importance
of outside activities in retaining and developing students. They specialize in providing
opportunities for students to increase their interpersonal skills. Cooper, et. al. (1994)
discuss the work of student affairs personnel and how this work often goes unnoticed by
faculty members. The authors conducted a longitudinal study of approximately 256
students. The Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory (SDTLI) was
administered to these students when they were first semester freshmen and then again in
their third year at the institution. The purpose of the study was to assess whether student
involvement affected student development. The study found that students who were
involved in student organizations compared to those who were not scored higher on
several scales such as Developing Purpose, Life Management and Academic Autonomy.
Cooper, Healy, & Simpson (1994) concluded that, "Sufficient evidence has been accrued
to demonstrate that involvement in campus life has direct, positive effects on student
learning both in and out of the classroom (p. 101)."
Daniel Abrahamowicz (1988) explored the relationship between involvement and
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satisfaction with one's institution. Abrahamowicz administered the College Student
Experiences questionnaire to 151 "involved" students and to 192 "non-involved"
students. The author noted that there were several differences among the two groups of
students. He pointed out that involved students rated higher on scales of relationships
with faculty, administrators and students. Through the data gathered, the author suggests
that he has helped give concrete evidence to what student affairs professionals have
known all along just from practical experience. Students who are involved persist and
develop differently than those who are not involved.
In an interview with Jayne Richmond (1986), Alexander Astin discussed his
theory of student involvement. Astin states that students who are involved in their
educational experience and institution are more likely to persist. Astin noted that
involvement affects retention, which is important to all members of the university
community. He contends that it is important for academe and student personnel to get
together for the good of the student.

If faculty involvement plays such a large role in retaining students then it would
seem necessary to tap into this resource as a significant retention tool. As Astin (in
Richmond, 1986) suggests, "We have lots of underdeveloped resource potential in faculty
(p. 93)." Astin (1993) also states that extra-curricular experiences are equally important
to the retention of students. His findings show that students develop social support from
joining groups, working on campus and living in the residence halls. Since both aspects
play such a large role in affecting student retention it seems important to look into ways
of pulling the faculty and student perspectives together to enhance retention.
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According to the SLI, it is imperative that faculty and student affairs staff work
together. Therefore, it would be beneficial to learn more about the undergraduate
experiences of faculty and how that experience foreshadowed their lives as faculty. As
undergraduates, do current faculty have similar reported patterns of student experiences
as their current students? By keying into their experiences, perhaps the door would be
opened to a greater understanding on both sides of the fence. Astin (1984) suggests that
"finding ways to encourage greater student involvement with faculty (and vice versa)
could be a highly productive activity on most college campuses (p. 304)." Terenzini and
Pascarella (1996) also suggest that if student-faculty involvement increases retention then
more needs to be done to encourage this pattern of behavior.
Faculty involvement and involvement in co-curricular experiences are important
to student retention. There appears to be no research that explores the variables that make
faculty members become involved with students or how the experiences they may have
had in their undergraduate years which would affect their continuing personal
relationship with students. The focus of this study is to research self-reported faculty
involvement in selected undergraduate experiences. Research questions for this study
include first, what co-curricular activities did current faculty members have during their
undergraduate experience? Second, what experiences did current faculty members have
with their professors during their undergraduate years? Third, to what extent do
professors feel that these experiences factored into their decision to complete their
undergraduate course work and to become a professor? Last what is the relationship
between a faculty members' co-curricular experiences and their current involvement with
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their own undergraduate students?
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Chapter III
Methodology
Sample
Participants were 787 full time faculty members on the campus of a medium sized
Midwestern university. This group of individuals was made up of full, associate, and
assistant professors as well as full time instructors.

Each of the 787 faculty members

was mailed a survey and 287 of those surveys were returned.
A total of 178 surveys out of 287 returned contained complete data. Of these 178
subjects, 5.62% (N=l 0) reported themselves as full time instructors, 24. 72% (N=44) said
they were Assistant Professors, 29.21 % ( N=52) reported they were Associate Professors
and 40.45% (N=72) indicated they were Full Professors. Half of the faculty (N=89)
completing surveys reported themselves as having taught at the university level for 1-14
years. By years of service, 35.95% (N=64) reported being a member of university faculty
for 15-29 years and only 14.05% (N=25) reported being in the profession for over 30
years. Most respondents reported being tenured 74.72% (N=133). Table 1 details this
information further.
Responses were received from all of the Colleges in the University (Table 2). The
majority of complete responses came from faculty members in the College of Natural and
Applied Sciences (20.79%, N=37) and the College of Arts and Letters (19.10%, N-=34).
College of Health and Human Services had 15 .17% (N=27), College of Humanities and
Public Affairs had 14.04% (N=25) responses, the College of Business Administration had
11.24% (N=20) respond, and the College of Education had 10.67% (N=19) responses.
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Several faculty did not indicate a college affiliation (8.99%, N=16).
Respondents were asked to give details on their degree completion as well as
information regarding their undergraduate institutions. Most faculty reported completing
their bachelor's degree before 1970 (45.51 %, N=81 ). Several completed their Master's
degree between 1970-79 (31.46%, N=56). Many have only recently completed their
Ph.D. with 26.97% (N=48) reporting completion between 1990 and the present date
(Table 3).
A large portion of the sample reported attending a public (82.02%) versus a
private (17.98%) institution. Many of the faculty reported their undergraduate institution
as being large 57.30% as compared with 42.70% reporting their school as small. Large
and small were not specifically defined and will be addressed in the limitations section.
Most of the faculty stated they went to a non-denominational college (82.02%, N=146).
Most reported their institution as being in an urban setting 62.36% . More reported that
admission to their school was selective (44.94%) versus open (40.45%) or highly
selective (14.04%) (Table 4).
Instrument
A review of literature did not locate an available survey that would allow for the
type of data desired for this study. Therefore, an original survey was developed. Several
revisions were made to the instrument before administration. These revisions were made
based on the suggestions by the thesis committee and a panel of local university
administrators. The final version of the survey, which was distributed to the sample was
an 18-item instrument (Appendix C).
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Demographic information included rank, discipline, degrees held, number of years
teaching, descriptors of undergraduate institution, and living environment (Questions 16). Respondents were asked to indicate what co-curricular experiences they were
involved in during their undergraduate years (Question number 7). This question was
asked to formulate data for the research question: what co-curricular experiences did
current faculty members have during their undergraduate experience? The second
research question, what experiences did current faculty members have with their
professors during their undergraduate years was addressed in items 14 and 16. The third
research question, to what extent do professors feel that the experiences listed factored
into their decision to complete their undergraduate course work and to become a
professor were addressed in items 8-10. The final research question, what is the
relationship between a faculty members' co-curricular experiences and their involvement
with their students, was addressed in items 11-13, 15, and 17. The final survey item (18)
was an open-ended question meant to solicit suggestions, thoughts and opinions about the
subject of the survey.
Demographic survey items number 1-8 asked individuals to fill in the information
requested or to check from a list. Most research questions were addressed with likert
scale items on a scale of 1-10 (Items 9-13). A checklist format was provided for
questions 14-1 7.
Procedure
In compliance with the participating university's policy for human subjects, a
proposal was sent to the committee to receive permission for the study. Included in this
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was a copy of the survey to be administered. The committee approved the study.
A request for support was sent to the Vice President for Academic Affairs. This
support was granted and guidelines of the study were outlined which included filling out
proper paperwork and attaching an informational memo to each survey which included
information regarding the author, the purpose of the study and the deadline the survey
was due (Appendix B). The Department of Human Resources provided labels for all full
time faculty employed at the university as of August 1, 1997, and permission was granted
from the Vice-President of Business Administration to utilize the campus mail system to
send and receive the surveys.
The surveys were distributed with the informational memo signed by the author.
A return envelope was provided with each survey. Labels were placed on the memo to
allow faculty to pull off the cover sheet and return their anonymous response in a separate
envelope. As surveys were returned to the administrator, they were numbered in the
order in which they were received. Two weeks after the official deadline, the
administrator stopped accepting surveys. The surveys were then checked for completion
of items. Out of 278 surveys returned, one hundred surveys were discarded due to lack of
complete information.
Scoring
Spreadsheets allowing for quick data entry were developed to help tabulate the
data compiled from this survey. Each usable survey was given a number to track
information. This number was recorded on the actual survey, the spreadsheet and in the
database.
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Items on the instrument were scored in several different ways. Subjects were
divided into four categories: instructor, assistant professor, associate professor and full
professor (Item 1). Information regarding degrees held was divided into a series of years
which werepre-1970, 1970-79, 1980-89, and 1990-present (Item 2). Numbers ofyears
teaching at the university level and at the participating institution were recorded as a two
digit number and then later divided into 1-14 years, 15-29 years and 30 plus years (Items
3 & 4). Questions regarding tenure, undergraduate institution characteristics, living
environments, undergraduate activities and decisions regarding profession were recorded
as dichotomous items (Items 4b-8). Respondents were given a one for a "yes" and a two
for a "no" answer.
The likert type scales used for questions regarding influence of undergraduate
activities on various items (Items 9-13) were scored using a three variable system. If the
individual ranked the item as a 1 to 3, then the score was a 1. This rank was considered
low influence. If the item was ranked 4 through 7, then the score was a 2. This rank was
considered medium influence. A rank of 8 through 10 was given the score of 3. This was
considered high influence.
The last four questions, which dealt with experiences with faculty and personal
perceptions (Items 14-17), were recorded as dichotomous items. Responses were
recorded as a one for a "yes" and a two for a "no". As stated earlier, question number 18
was an open-ended question to solicit thoughts, opinions and comments. These
comments can be found in Appendix E. A more detailed account of the survey coding
form can be found in Appendix D.
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Analysis
Frequency Distributions.
Considering the exploratory intent of this research, frequency distributions were
used to describe the data in order to help show any avenues for further research. The
majority of the research questions being asked were meant to explore any possible leads
to information. To answer the first research question, what co-curricular experiences did
current faculty members have during their undergraduate experience, frequency
distributions were run on responses to survey item number 7. This item listed fourteen
different possibilities of co-curricular experiences such as involvement in campus
leadership organizations, honor societies, volunteer work, and employment as well as an
"other" category.
Data to address the second question, what experiences did current faculty
members have with their professors during their undergraduate years was solicited from
item 14, which asked the respondents to check off any of the six types of experiences
they may have had with their faculty members during their undergraduate experiences.
Among these experiences were visiting professors in their offices, meeting faculty for
outside of class activities, and attending functions at a professor's home.
The third research question, to what extent do professors feel that these
experiences factored into their decision to complete their undergraduate course work and
to become a professor, was assessed by responses to two items (9 and 10). The first (item
9) asked subjects to indicate to what degree of influence fourteen types of activities (plus
an "other" category) affected their decision to persist in college. The second question
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(item 10) focused on how these same fourteen types of activities impacted the subject's
decision to teach at the university level.
Finally, the relationship between a faculty members' co-curricular experiences
and their involvement with their students was surveyed via items 12 and 15. The first
item (12) focused on the amount of influence the faculty member believed that the same
fourteen out of class activities previously listed in items 9 and 10 influenced current
undergraduate students and their desire to learn and prosper today. The second item (15)
asked respondents to report what involvement they had had with their current students in
the same six categories as they had been asked to self-report for their own undergraduate
interaction with faculty (item 14).
Chi Square Analysis.
A chi square analysis was performed to assess the influence that a faculty
member's undergraduate experiences may have had on their current relationships with
students. First, faculty member's reported undergraduate experiences (Item 7) were
collapsed into a four-category undergraduate involvement variable. A respondent
received a "3" if they reported involvement in three or more academic related activities.
Academic related activities included departmental organization, honorary organization,
internship, experiences with faculty members, and research assistants. A score of'2" was
assigned to persons reporting three or more non-academic activities, such as social Greek,
campus governance, campus ministry, residence hall, service organization, volunteer
work, on-campus job, off-campus job, and resident assistant. A score of "l" was
assigned ifthe respondent reported involvement in three or more activities in both
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academic and non-academic oriented activities. A score of "O" was assigned for
respondents who reported involvement in less than three activities for both academic and
non-academic oriented activities. The undergraduate involvement variable thus created
was compared to faculty member's self-reported extent to which their current relationship
with students was affected by their out of class undergraduate experiences (Item 13).
A second chi square analysis was performed to assess the relation if any between
faculty self-reported current experiences with students (Item 15) and the faculty
undergraduate involvement variable created above. To perform the analysis, faculty
responses to their current self-reported experiences with students in six selected situations
were collapsed into three categories of low involvement, medium involvement, and high
involvement. A score of"l" was assigned to faculty who only reported meeting with
students during their office hours. A score of "2" was assigned to faculty who reported
meeting with students during office hours plus two additional activities. A score of "3"
was assigned to faculty who checked meeting with students during office hours plus three
or more of the additional activities in item 15.
Qualitative Analysis.
Finally, the volunteer responses generated from the final item, which asked
faculty to give their qualitative comments, thoughts and opinions were organized into
four themes according to the content of the responses. These themes were named
instrument related, professor related, student related, and political statements. The
themes are discussed in detail in the results section of this paper.
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Chapter IV
Results
This chapter will describe the results of the items discussed in the previous
chapter. The demographics of the faculty studied were described in Chapter III. Tables
one through three illustrate information regarding the demographics of the group.
Information includes position rank as well as years taught, tenure (Table 1) and college
affiliation {Table 2).
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Table 1
Demographic Data of Faculty Respondents with regard to Rank, Teaching Experience
and Tenure
Variable

f

Rank
Full Professor

40.45%

72

Associate Professor

29.21%

52

Assistant Professor

24.72%

44

Instructor

5.62%

10

1-14 years

50.00%

89

15-29 years

35.95%

64

Over 30 years

14.05%

25

74.72%

133

Years Teaching-University

Tenured
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Table 2
Demographic Data of Faculty Respondents with regard to College Affiliation

f

!1

Natural & Applied Sciences

20.79%

37

Arts & Letters

19.10%

34

Health & Human Services

15.17%

27

Humanities & Public Affairs

14.04%

25

Business Administration

11.24%

20

Education

10.67%

19

No College indicated

8.99%

16

College

Degree attainment of the respondents is discussed in Table 3. Close to half
(45.51 %) of the participants reported receiving their Bachelor's degree prior to 1970. A
large portion (89.33%) of the participants reported receiving their Master's degree prior
to 1990. Almost 15% of those responding reported having not yet obtained a Ph.D.
Table four reveals data regarding the undergraduate institutions of the
participants. Those surveyed were asked to indicate on a dichotomous scale which
characteristics best described their undergraduate institutions. They were asked to
evaluate the size, type, location and admission standards of the undergraduate institution.
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Table 3
Degrees Held By Respondents and Year Attained

F

!1

Pre 1970

45.51%

81

1970-1979

32.02%

57

1980-1989

17.98%

32

1990-Present

4.49%

8

Pre 1970

30.34%

54

1970-1979

31.46%

56

1980-1989

27.53%

49

1990-Present

10.67%

19

Pre 1970

8.43%

15

1970-79

23.60%

42

1980-89

26.40%

47

1990-Present

26.97%

48

Not Obtained

14.60%

26

Degree
Bachelor's

Master's

Ph.D.
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Table 4
Descriptive Information on Undergraduate Institutions Attended by Respondents

F

!1

Private

17.98%

32

Public

82.02%

146

Small

42.70%

76

Large

57.30%

102

Non-denominational

82.02%

178

Denominational

17.98%

32

Rural

37.64%

67

Urban

62.36%

111

Highly Selective

14.04%

25

Selective

45.60%

81

Open

40.45%

72

Descriptor

Type

Size

Religious Affiliation

Location

Admission Standards
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In Table 5, faculty were asked to indicate what types of environments they lived in
during their undergraduate experiences. A large percentage of the subjects indicated that
they had lived in a residence hall during their undergraduate experience. The next largest
percentage was individuals who reported living in an apartment. The lowest reported
percentage was the Greek House environment.
Table 5
Reported Living Environments During Undergraduate Years
Environment

Lived in 1 or more semesters

Did not live in at all

With Family

31.46%

68.54%

In an apartment

51.69%

48.31 %

In a Greek House

12.36%

87.64%

Residence Hall

61.80%

38.20%

Other (boarding house)

13.48%

85.96%
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The frequency of the types of co-curricular activities can be found in Table 6. The
activity with the most reported involvement was departmental organizations (almost
51 % ). A good percentage of faculty reported that they had significant involvement in
honorary organizations (48.88%) and out of class experiences with faculty (46.63% ).
Many participants reported being employed on-campus (46.63%) or off-campus (42.13%)
during their undergraduate years. There was a marked drop in reported involvement
between the aforementioned and the next group of activities which included items such as
service organizations (21.35% ), campus governance ( 16.85% ). campus ministry ( 16.85%)
and Research Assistants (14.04% ).
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Table 6
Co-Curricular Experiences of Faculty Members

f

!1

Departmental Organization

51.12%

91

Honorary Organization

48.88%

87

Out of Class Experiences with Faculty

46.63%

83

On-Campus Job

46.63%

83

Off-Campus Job

42.13%

75

Volunteer Work

23.60%

42

Service Organization

21.35%

38

Social Greek Organization

20.79%

37

Internship

19.10%

34

Campus Governance

16.85%

30

Campus Ministry

16.85%

30

Research Assistant

14.04%

25

Other (Sponsored athletics &
intramurals)

13.48%

24

Residence Hall Organization

12.92%

23

Resident Assistant

3.37%

6

Experience
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The reported responses of current faculty members and their experiences with
their own undergraduate faculty can be found in Table 7. Almost all of the participants
reported meeting with a Professor during office hours. A lower percentage reported
meeting with a Professor outside of class for an academic event. Just under half of the
faculty indicated that they had attended a function at a Professor's home. The percentages
drop into the thirties and below for the areas of meals and other activities with
undergraduate faculty.
Table 7
Current Faculty Members' Experiences with their Undergraduate Faculty
Experience

f

Met with a Professor during office hours

95.51 %

170

Met with a Professor for an out of class
Academic event

62.92%

112

Attended a function at a professor's home

46.07%

82

Attended a non academic function with a
Professor

34.27%

61

Met with a Professor for a meal off campus

32.58%

61

Met with a Professor for a meal on campus

29.78%

53

Other (field trips)

7.30%

13
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Tables 8 and 9 display the self-reported influence of the previously mentioned cocurricular activities on the faculty member's decision to persist and on their decision to
become a professor. The two highest variables with a significant frequency of influence
were out of class experiences with faculty and "other". In the "other" category were
items such as "love oflearning", "internal motivation", and "the desire to do well".
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Table 8
Self Reported Degree of Influence of Co-Curricular Experiences on Decision to Persist
Influenced (8-10)

Neutral (4-7)

Little Influence (1-3)

Social Greek

6.18%

7.30%

86.52%

Campus Governance

2.81%

3.37%

93.82%

Campus Ministry

3.37%

7.87%

88.76%

Departmental Group

14.60%

20.79%

64.61%

Residence Hall Group

2.25%

3.93%

93.82%

Service Organization

3.93%

6.74%

89.33%

Honorary Group

11.24%

14.04%

74.72%

Volunteer Work

5.06%

6.18%

88.76%

Internship

7.87%

7.30%

84.83%

Faculty experiences

25.28%

17.98%

56.74%

On campus job

11.24%

14.04%

74.72%

Off campus job

12.43%

14.69%

72.88%

Research Asst.

5.06%

6.18%

88.76%

Resident Assistant

.56%

2.81%

96.63%

Other (internal
motivation, love of
learning)

23.60%

3.93%

72.47%

Experience
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Table 9
Self Reported Degree of Influence of Co-Curricular Activities on Decision to become a
Professor
Influenced (8-10)

Neutral (4-7)

Little Influence (1-3)

Social Greek

1.69%

.56%

97.75%

Campus Governance

1.12%

3.37%

95.51%

Campus Ministry

1.12%

1.69%

97.19%

Departmental Group

14.04%

17.42%

68.54%

.56%

99.44%

Experience

Residence Hall Group
Service Organization

3.93%

3.37%

92.70%

Honorary Organization

9.55%

13.48%

76.97%

Volunteer Work

3.37%

6.18%

90.45%

Internship

4.49%

5.06%

90.45%

Faculty Experiences

31.46%

13.48%

55.06%

On Campus Job

10.11%

8.43%

81.46%

Off Campus Job

11.24%

7.30%

81.46%

Research Asst.

10.67%

3.93%

85.39% .

.56%

99.44%

38.20%

35.96%

Resident Asst.
Other (internal motivators,
love of learning)

25.84%
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Participants reported about how they believed various co-curricular activities
influenced today's students and their decision to persist. The two variables, which
received the highest report of influence, were internships and research assistants. The
variables, which received the lowest report of influence, were Resident Assistant and
Residence Hall Group.
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Table 10
Perceived Influence of Co-Curricular Activities on Today's Students
Influenced (8-10)

Neutral (4-7)

Little Influence ( 1-3)

Social Greek

2.25%

30.90%

66.85%

Campus Governance

15.82%

44.63%

39.55%

Campus Ministry

14.61%

38.76%

46.63%

Departmental Group

30.34%

48.31%

21.35%

Residence Hall Group

3.93%

45.51%

50.56%

Service Organization

20.22%

51.69%

28.09%

Honorary Organization

38.20%

35.39%

26.40%

Volunteer Work

22.47%

46.07%

31.46%

Internship

53.37%

28.65%

17.98%

Faculty Experiences

37.64%

41.01%

21.35%

On Campus Job

11.24%

39.33%

49.44%

Off Campus Job

15.73%

35.39%

48.88%

Research Asst..

46.07%

29.21%

24.72%

Resident Asst..

7.30%

32.58%

60.11%

Other (athletics)

5.06%

3.37%

94.94%

Experience
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The response of what activities current faculty have engaged in with their current
students is reported in Table 11. Frequencies illustrate the percentage of those who
reported having the reported involvement. One hundred percent said that they met with a
student during their office hours which is to be expected since it is a job expectation that
faculty will do so.
Table 11
Self-Reported Participation in Events with Current Undergraduate Participation

f

l1.

100%

178

Met with a student for an out of class academic
Event

83.15%

148

Met with a student for a meal on campus

57.30%

102

Met with a student for a meal off campus

55.62%

99

Attended a non academic function with a
student

49.44%

88

Invited a student for a function at your home

47.19%

84

Other (met outside of office hours, field trips)

10.11%

18

Experience
Met with a student during office hours

A chi square analysis was conducted to look for a relationship between perceived
influence of undergraduate out of class experiences (survey item 13) and self reported
involvement in said experiences (dummy variable 7x). The perceived influence was
recorded as little influence (scores of 1-3), neutral (scores of 4-7), and influence (scores
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of 8-10). As mentioned earlier, self reported involvement was divided into four
categories. Those being involved in academic activities, non-academic activities, both
types of activities, and neither. This was done to look for any relationship between
reported undergraduate co-curricular experiences and self reported influence of those
experiences on current relationships with students. Many individuals reported a low level
of involvement during their undergraduate years and a low level of influence over their
relationships with current students. Table 12 further details this information.
Table 12
Chi Square Analysis: Influence of Undergraduate Experiences and Level of Reported
Involvement
Involvement Impact Academic
Involvement
on Current
Relationships

Non Academic
Involvement

Involved in
Both

Little Involvement
in Either

Influenced

11

11

6

18

Neutral

11

14

13

30

Little Influence

11

10

7

36

x =5.4638; NS

df=6
Table 13 displays a chi square analysis which was performed to look for a
relationship between involvement in activities with current students (dummy variable
15x) and level of involvement in undergraduate years (dummy variable 7x). The amount
of involvement with current students was divided into three categories. Respondents
were labeled highly involved (a score of 3) for those who noted that they meet with
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students during their office hours as well as three additional activities that they engage in
with students. Faculty were labeled somewhat involved (a score of 2) if they noted that
they meet with students during their office hours as well as two additional activities.
Little involvement (a score of 1) was used to describe faculty who met with students
during their office hours and less than two additional activities. As mentioned earlier, the
variable seven x represents the co-curricular experiences of the faculty member's
undergraduate experience. Several of the cells in this analysis were very small. The
statistical significance may be small but several possible inferences can be made from the
numbers. A plurality of participants reported themselves as being highly involved with
current students, yet a large portion of those had a low level of involvement during their
undergraduate years.
Table 13
Chi Square Analysis: Reported Involvement with Current Students and Involvement in
Undergraduate Out of Class Activities
Highly Involved
with Current
Students

Somewhat Involved
with Current Students

Little Involvement with
Current Students

Academic
Involvement

25

2

6

Non Academic

21

5

9

Involved in Both

19

6

1

Little involvement in
either

45

22

17

x =12.2409; NS
df=6
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ChapterV
Discussion
The survey administered in this study generated a large pool of information. For
the purpose of this document, discussion will be limited only to the findings illustrated in
Chapter IV and the qualitative comments which were collected from survey item number
18. When reviewing the demographics, it appears that a large portion of the faculty
reported themselves as tenured, full professors who had been teaching anywhere from 114 years. Almost half of the subjects reported completing their bachelor's degree before
1970 which may account for various issues such as a generation gap with today's students
and selective memory of one's undergraduate experience. There seemed to be a fairly
good representation of the various colleges at SMSU. Most of those responding reported
attending urban public institutions with selective or open admission. This may reflect on
the way a faculty member views the current institution and student population. Further
research in this area could investigate the difference between faculty who attended private
versus public institutions, size of institution, faculty to student ratio and how these may
affect their relationship with current students.
An interesting aspect of the information provided is that well over half of the

respondents lived in a residence hall setting during their undergraduate years yet a very
small percentage of them engaged in residence hall leadership opportunities (16.29%).
Those who reported being involved in these activities reported an even smaller
percentage of influence of these activities on their persistence and decision to become a
professor (1.02%). The sample also reported a low level of influence ofresidence hall
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activities on current students and their desire to prosper (11.23%). This set of data may
require some additional research to determine current faculty members' views on the
residence hall system including goals and the importance of the unit on the campus.
A large portion of the activities faculty reported being involved in during their
undergraduate years were experiences which could be considered more academic in
nature. The top three activities included departmental organizations (51.12%), honorary
organizations (48.88%), and out of class experiences with faculty (46.63%). The next
two highest activities were employment including on (46.63%) and off campus (42.13%).
Less than 5% of those responding reported being Resident Assistants. These same items
ranked fairly high in the degree of influence over faculty decisions to persist and to
become a professor. One of the highest variables in influence was the "other" category
which included self-reported comments such as "motivation", "love of learning" and
"desire to do well". Faculty reported that they thought the activities which most
influenced today's students to prosper were internships (53.37%), research assistant
(46.07%), honorary organizations (38.20%) and out of class experiences with faculty
(3 7 .64%). A significantly lower percentage reported a high amount of influence in the
variables of employment on (11.24%) and off campus (15.73%).
When asked to report their experiences with their undergraduate faculty,
respondents recalled a fairly high rate of involvement. The highest percentage was
meeting with a professor during office hours (95.51 %) and the lowest was meeting with a
professor for a meal on campus (29. 78%). Office hours, a part of all faculty job
requirements, was reported as the activity most engaged in by these same faculty
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members with today's students (100%). The activity least engaged in was inviting
students to their personal homes (47.19%). An interesting piece of research would be to
investigate whether the students of these same faculty members reported the same types
of activities. Further research may look into the perceptions of the faculty member versus
that of the student in their course. Also, investigations into today's standards and ethics
regarding the dual role relationship of faculty may result in some interesting and useful
data.
An open ended question asking individuals to report any comments, thoughts or
memories they wish to share was the last item of the survey (item 18). The full texts of
these comments can be found in Appendix C. There were four main themes found in the
comments, the first of which were comments related to the instrument itself.
Instrument Related Comments.
Several good suggestions were provided to improve the instrument for further
research. One comment mentioned that the survey did look at all areas that may
influence one's decision to persist. A respondent commented, "Your survey doesn't take
into account (perhaps because this is not your interest) intellectual guidance-influential
ideas-how they interact with student development, etc." Another comment mentioned the
survey's design, "It is not clear if items 9, 10, 12 are a ranking or a simple agree-disagree
(likert type scale)." These insights will be discussed in the limitations section.
Professor Related Comments.
The second theme was the response of the subjects to faculty members that they
had exposure to in their undergraduate years. One focus was faculty who wished to be

Undergraduate Experiences of Faculty
45

perceived as more student oriented than their mentors. "During school days very few, if
any, instructors acted as if they truly cared for the success of the students nor did they
take time to assist. I hope I never stop thinking about the students' concerns and success
as my number one obligation." Many remarked that they had been exposed to stone
faced lecturers spewing forth knowledge from on high. This resulted in faculty who said
they would be more caring and involved in students' lives.
Another focus of this theme was the helpful and encouraging faculty who inspired
the current faculty member to model student oriented behavior. "Faculty were personal
mentors out of the classroom. We worked hard academically (a lot of homework), but it
is the informal contact that I remember best." Several faculty reminisced about
instructors who had gotten involved in their lives, such as opening up their homes and
engaging in other relationship building activities. The mentor relationship seemed to be
key. More could be investigated about the various expectations and roles of faculty
members. What roles do administrators today expect faculty to play? What makes a
faculty member more student centered and how did their previous experiences play into
this.
The last focus of the professor related comments was that the professor was more
influenced by their graduate faculty than their undergraduate faculty. This most likely
attributed to the smaller student to faculty ratio as well as the interactive learning that
takes place at the graduate level. Perhaps more could be done to investigate the
differences between undergraduate and graduate student relationships with faculty.
Expectations of undergraduates versus graduates may play a large role in this research.
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Student Related Comments.
The third theme dealt with students. Two different aspects of this theme were
presented in the comments. The first was that students today seem to be of a different
mind set than the professors were in their undergraduate years. "Students expect more,
willing to give less." Students are seen as working more and being more interested in
product rather than process. Faculty viewed themselves and their peers as individuals
who were more interested in becoming educated rather than receiving an education like
most students today. The second aspect is that the environment surrounding today's
student body has changed. Students today are mentioned as being less active in civic life
such as rallies and sit ins than the professors were in their undergraduate years. "We
worked in the early civil rights and anti-war (Ban the Bomb) movement, got together to
sing Pete Seager folk songs, and worried about the state of the world." Students are
coming from more diverse backgrounds and aren't the "traditional student" anymore. In
this area more research could be done to unveil the different environments and
expectations that surround the faculty student relationships on today's campuses.
Political Issues.
The fourth theme seemed to be political statements. These were statements that
criticized or illustrated some issues in higher education today. The first issue are the
comments that mention faculty and their focus. Several mentioned that today's faculty
are focused more on research and tenure than on the intellectual interaction that richly
enhances the lives of students. "As a group the faculty are closer to being hourly wage
employees (put up a good front and leave) than the professional educators one would
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expect." Another issue which one mentioned is the affect of a particular administration at
the university and its impact on the faculty. The last issue raised is the fear oflegal
action. Many of the comments suggested that inviting students out or even meeting them
in the office with the door closed could be grounds for legal ramifications. "Loss of
spontaneity with fear of possibly offending someone, open office door during private
conversations, false accusations, etc." It seems that several faculty may be concerned
about what types of action could be taken against them. This fear may be hindering the
learning environment. These comments raised a few questions. Where should the focus
be for faculty research or instruction? Should faculty be rewarded for their out of class
efforts with students? What is the perception of the current administration and how that
factors into the role of faculty? Should faculty members be concerned about out of class
interactions with students? What are the legal and ethical boundaries?
Conclusions
With the Student Leaming Imperative (SLI) coming to the forefront as a major
concept in student affairs, staff members must interact with faculty if the concept is to be
effective. Student affairs professionals need to exert efforts to bring faculty role models
into the daily lives of students. There is the old adage, "that you can lead a horse to water
but you can't make it drink". However, if faculty are asked to recall their own
undergraduate experiences perhaps they will become active participants who advocate the
SLI model. Students are clearly affected by student oriented faculty (Astin, 1993).
Therefore, it is important that faculty be asked to evaluate their current practices and
bring them into line with the student's needs and expectations. Research in the area of
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faculty undergraduate experiences could open the door to involving faculty with the
student affairs staff and missions. By encouraging faculty to remember their own student
experience it may be possible to sensitize them to the importance of developing the whole
student. The matter has a foundation in the strong need to better serve students needs as
the retention trends continue to decrease.
A better understanding of faculty experiences could assist in developing the
mentoring relationship that is so vital to student retention. Faculty members who recall
their undergraduate experience can help direct students into co-curricular activities that
will develop the student and keep them excited about learning and college. Developing
these interpersonal relationships among faculty and students could be the enrollment
management tool to give retention the boost it needs. This research points out the
importance of student affairs staff assisting faculty in assessing their undergraduate
experience, and seeing how they can help increase retention.
Implications
This study has opened many more doors for further research. Researchers can
begin to explore the impact of the undergraduate experience of faculty members on their
involvement with students. Several questions and topics have already been mentioned
such as exploring relationships, expectations and experiences. One suggestion is that
more qualitative research could be done in this area. Asking professors about their
experiences not only opens the window of understanding but also a window of
opportunity to share the SLI and other student development related theories. Conducting
such interviews may give the student affairs staff the foundation to begin building
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partnerships and friendships.
Another area which warrants more investigation is the relationship between
student evaluation and faculty perceptions. A very interesting study would be to survey
students and faculty members about their in class and out of class interactions, and then
compare the two to see about any potential discrepancies which may occur. A similar
study could be conducted on expectations of faculty and students about the learning
environment and the role of each in creating and supporting such an environment.
There are many different venues for future research which have been mentioned.
A whole new set of research which may help administrators in the retention offices look
at what dynamics are needed in those faculty student interactions which seem to be so
important to persistence. As we begin to analyze this field of knowledge we may begin
to recognize and role model behaviors which are necessary for successful interactions
between students and faculty.
Limitations
This survey was meant to provide an overview of several aspects of a faculty
member's background. For future research the instrument could have a narrower scope.
The survey would need to be content validated and checked for reliability. The current
instrument could be shortened by focusing on certain topics. For instance look only at.
the activities faculty were involved in on one instrument and their experience with faculty
on another.
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The language could be clarified in the instrument, for example, definitions are not
given in item five which provides descriptors for undergraduate institutions. Terms such
as large/small and rural/urban need to be more clearly defined. In several places, the term
"other" is used as a catch all category. This study has provided some ideas as to what
items should be added to the various questions ..
The third suggestion is to do away with any fill in the blank type answers. This
would assist in getting more complete data. Items one through four are good examples of
this. Perhaps providing a multiple choice type question would be better. For instance,
instead of asking them to list current rank and discipline it might be better to list the
different ranks and colleges and ask them to circle one. Another reason this is necessary
is that question two was considered to remove the anonymous factor. From knowing
one's rank, discipline and years graduated, a person could look in the university catalog
and find that individual faculty member. The suggestion was to change the questions to
provide the different degrees and age ranges that might apply. It was also thought that
ages of degree completion may indicate more than year completed.
The results and conclusions drawn from this study are limited only to the faculty
who participated in this research and even further still to the members who answered all
of the questions. Although the research indicates places to look for further research,
results are only applicable to the faculty at the participating institution. Suggestions
provided above are drawn from comments made in item 18.
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APPENDIX A

THE STUDENT LEARNING IMPERATIVE:
Implications for Student Affairs
Preamble
"The interval between the decay of the old and the formation and the establishment of the new, constitutes
a period of transition which must always necessarily be one of uncertainty, confusion, error, and wild and
jiercefanaticism." John C. Calhoun
Higher education is in the throes of a major transformation. Forcing the ttansfonnation are economic conditions, eroding public
confidence, accountability demands. and demographic shifts resulting in increased numbers of people from historically
·underrepresented groups going to college. More people are participating in higher education than ever before, yet the resources
supporting the enterprise are not keeping pace with the demand. Because of these and other factors. legislators, parents. governing boards. and students want colleges and universities to reemphasize student learning and personal development as the primary goals of undergraduate education. In short, people want to know that higher education is preparing students to lead
productive lives after college including the ability to deal effectively with such major socielal challenges as poverty, illiteracy,
crime, and environmental exploitation.
Both smdents and institutional environments contribute to what students gain from college. Thus. the key to enhancing learning

and personal development is not simply for faculty to teach more and better, but also to create conditions that motivate and
inspire students to devote time and energy to educationally-purposeful activities, both in and outside the classroom. The recent
focus on institutional productivity is a clarion call to re-examine the philosophical tenets that guide the professional practice of
student affairs and to form partnerships with students, faculty, academic administrators, and others to help aG students attain
high levels of learning and personal developmenL

Purpose
This document is intended to stimulate discussion and debate on how student affairs professionals can intentionally create the
conditions that enhance student learning and personal developmenL It is based on the following assumptions about higher
education, student affairs, and srudent development

+

+

•

Hallmarks of a college-educated person include: (a) complex cognitive skills such as reflection and critical thinking;
(b) an ability to apply knowledge to practical problems encountered in one's vocation, family, or other areas of life: (c) an
understanding and appreciation of human differences: (d) practical competence skills (e.g .• decision making, conflict
resolution); and (e) a coherent integrated sense of identity, self-esteem, confidence, integrity, aesthetic sensibilities, and
civic responsibility.

The conceplS of ••learning." ..personal development." and ..srudent development" are inextricably intertwined and inseparable. Higher education traditionally has organized its activities into ..academic affairs" (learning, curriculum, classrooms, cognitive development) and "student affairs" (co-curriculum, student activities. residential life, affective or personal development). However, this dichotomy has little relevance to post-college life, where the quality of one's job
performance. family life. and community activities are all highly dependent on cognitive and.affective skills. Indeed. it.
is difficult to classify many important adult skills (e.g .• leadership, creativity. citizenship. ethical behavior. self-under:
standing. teaching. mentoring) as~ cognitive or affective. And. recent research shows that the impact of an institution's
"academic'" program is mediated by what happens outside the classroom. Peer group relations. forexample. appear to
influence 1mJ.b. affective and cognitive development For these reasons, the terms le311ling, student development. and
personal development are used interchangeably throughout this documenL
Experiences in various in-class and out-of-class settings. both on and off the campus. contribute to learning and personal
developmenL Indeed. almost any educationally purposeful experience may be a precursor to desired outcomes. How-

ever. optimal benefits are more likely to be realized under certain conditions. such as active engagement and collaboration with others (faculty. peers, co-workers. and so on) on learning tasks.

•

.

Leaming and personal development occur through ttansactions between students and their environments broadly.defined
to include other people (faculty, student affairs staff. peers). physical spaces. and cultural milieus. Some settinptend to
be associated with certain kinds of outcomes more so than others. l"or example. classrooms and laboratories emphasize
knowledge acquisition among other things while living in a campus residence. serving as an officer of a campus organizalion. or working offer opportunities to apply knowledge obtained in the classroom and to develop practical competencies. Environments can be intentionally designed to promote student learning. For example. students learn more when
faculty use effective teaching techniques and arrange classroom space to promote interaction and collaboration: similarly. when student affairs staff discourage students from spending time and energy on non-productive pursuits. and
encourage them to use institutional resources (e.g .• libraries. student organi7.ations. laboratories. srudios), to employ
effective learning strategies (e.g., study time, peer tutors). and to participate in community governance and other educationally-purposeful activities. students learn more. Institutional and student cultlD'CS also influence learning; they warrant attention even though they are difficult to modify intentionally.
Knowledge and understanding are critical. not only to student success. but also to institutional improvemenl To encourage student involvement in learning taslcs, thereby improving institutional productivify,:the ·&ncomes associated with
· college attendance must be assessed systematically and the impact of various policies and programs on learning and
personal development periodically evaluated.

•

Student affairs professionals are educators who share responsibility with faculty, academic administrators, other staff,
and students themselves for creating the conditions under which students are likely to expend time and energy in educationally-purposeful activities. They endorse talent development as the over-arching goal of undergraduaIC education;
that is, the college experience should raise srudents' aspirations and contribute to the development of skills and competencies that enable them to live productive, satisfying lives after college. Thus, student affairs programs and services must
be designed and managed with specific student learning and personal development outcomes in mind.

The Learning-Oriented Student Affairs Division
A student affairs division committed to srudent learning and personal development exhibits the following chaiacteristics:

1

The student affairs division mission complements the Institution's mission,. with
the enhancement of student learning and personal development being the primary
goal of student affairs programs and services.
Srudent affaii's professionals take seriously their responsibilities for fostering learning and personal development. Their
efforts are guided by a holistic philosophy of learning that is congruent with their instirution's mission and clearly
distinguishes between the institution's commitment to process values (e.g., ethnic diversity. gender balance. equity, and
justice) and desired outcomes (e.g., srudent learning and personal development). If learning is the primal'y measure of
instirutional productivity by which the quality of undergraduaIC education is determined, what and how much students
learn also must~ the criteria by which the value of student affairs is judged (as contrasted with numbers of programs
offered or clients served).
Questions and challenges:

Does the division mission statement explicitly address student learning and personal development as
objectives·of student affairs?
Do staff understand, agree with, and perfonn in ways congruent with this mission?

~primary

What must staff know to implement this mission?

2

Resources arei allocated· to encourage student learning an ct personal development.
The-division reward sll1Jcturevalues those processes and conditions that are associated with desired student ourcomes.
The orient:uion of many student affairs professionals. and the activities in which they engage. emphasize certain

aspects of learning and personal development (e.g .• psycho-social) over others (e.g .. knowledge application or intellectual development). For this reason. student affairs divisions must attract and reward people who design programs.
services. and setfmgs that encourage student involvement in activities that have the potential to foster a wide range of
learning and personal development outcomes. Staff themselves model such behaviors as collaboration and reflection
that are likely to promote learning and participate in uaining and professional development opponunities that focus on
talent development strategies.

Questions and challenges:
How can student affairs professionals be more intentional about promoting student learning while continuing to provide needed services to students and the institution?
What is the role of professional associations in preparing student affairs staff to focus on student learning as a primary
goal of student affairs?
To what extent do student affairs staff attend institutes and programs that address the student learning imperative?

Student affairs professionals collaborate with other institutional agents and agen__
cies to promote student learning and personal development.
As with other units in a college or university. student affairs divisions often are highly specialized, compartntentlliz~.
fragmented units that operate as "functional silos": that is, meaningful collaboration with other units is at best serendipitous. The learning-oriented student affairs division recognizes that students benefit from many and varied experiences during college and that learning and personal development are cumulative, mutually shaping processes that
occur over an extended period of time in many different settings. The more students are involved in a variety of
activities inside and outside the classroom. the more they gain. Student affairs professionals attempt to make "seamless" what are often perceived by students to be disjointed, unconnected experiences by bridging organizational boundaries and forging collaborative partnerships with faculty and others to enhance student learning. Examples of campus
agencies that are potentially fruitful links include instructional design centers, academic enrichment programs, and
faculty and staff development initiatives. Off-campus agencies (e.g., community service) and settings (e.g., work.
church, museums) also offer rich opponunities for learning and students should be systematically encouraged to think
about how their studies apply in those settings and vice versa.

Questions and challenges:
What are promising strategies for developing collaborative projects between student affairs and other campus and offcampus agencies committed to enhancing.student learning and personal development?
How can student affairs professionals help students and faculty to intentionally connect academic work and out-ofcJass experiences?
What is the role of professional associations in establishing linkages with other organizations with similar interests?

4

The division of student affairs includes staff who are experts on students, their
environments, and teaching and learning processes.
Student affairs staff should know how smdents spend their time and whether students are using the institution's resources to educational advantage. They share responsibility for initiating conversations--with students and other institutional. agents--about how students could make more effective use of their time and institutional resources. They
monitor whether institutional policies and practices enhance or detract from learning and personal development Moreover, they integrate data about student performance from faculty and others with their own observations of students'
experiences and disseminate this information to stakeholders.

Questions and challenges:
How can student affairs staff obtain and synthesize information about student performance?
What must student affairs staff know and be able to do to assist faculty in creating cooperative learning cnvironmc:nts?

What additional skills and knowledge are needed to successfully translate information about student behavior to faculty and others?

5

Student affairs policies and programs are based on promising practices from the
research on student learning and institution-specific assessment data.
Certain conditions promote learning more than others. For example, learning and personal development are enhanced
when students participate in groups organized around common intellectual, curricular, or career interests. Student
affairs professionals should adapt to lheir institutional setting promising practices from those fields that contribute to
the body of knowledge about student learning and personal developmenL They should routinely collect information to
redesign institutional policies and practices and rigorously evaluate their programs and services to determine the extent
to which they contribute to the desired ou1eomes of undergraduate education. Toward this end. srudent affairs staff
should participate in institution-wide efforts to assess student learning and personal development and periodically
audit instirutional environments to reinforce those factors that enhance. and eliminate those that inhibit. student involvement in educationally-purposeful activities..
Questions and challenges:
Do student affairs staff have the knowledge and expenise in learning theory and srudent development research needed

to shape policies and practices that will lead to increased levels of student learning. personal development. and institutional productivity?
What must graduate programs do to prepare the next generation of student affairs professionals to base their work on
theory and research on learning and intellectual as well as psycho-social development?

Conclusion
As with individuals, colleges and universities rely on experience to guide behavior. But when external forces (budget constraints. shifting demographics. accountability) produce radical changes. familiJi', comfortable practices may no longer work.
Change brings uncertainty as well as opponunity.
Student affairs professionals must seize the present moment by affinning student learning and personal development a5 the
primary goals of undergraduale education. Redefining the role of student affairs to intentionally promote student learning and
personal development will be dismissed by some as a restatement of the status quo ("old wine in new bottles") or an attempt to
rekindle the momennun of a bygone era; others will interpret the message as forsaking the special humanizing role student
affairs plays in the academy; others will conclude that to proceed as this docwnent suggests will fcrce student affairs to invade
faculty territory; still others will be inlimidaied by the prospect of changing their behavior. None of these views speaks to the
concerns of students, parents, and other stakeholders who have high expecwions for higher education. Student affairs must

model what we wish for our students: an ever increasing capacity for learning and self-reflection. By redesigning its work with
these aims in mind, student affairs will significantly contribute to realizing the institution's mission and srudents' educational
and personal aspirations.

Contributors
The Student Learning Project was initialed by ACPAPresident Charles Schroeder in the fall of 1993 by convening a small group
of higher education leaders to examine how swdent affairs educators could enhance student learning and personal development.
The group included Alexander Astin, Helen Astin. Paul Bloland, K. Patricia Cross, James Hurst. George Kuh, Theodore Marchese,
Elizabeth Nuss, Ernest Pascarella, Anne Pruitt, Michael Rooney, and Charles Schroeder. Following a three day reireat in
Colorado, aversion of this document was developed by George Kuh to spark discussion at the 1994 ACPA meeting in Indianapolis. This is a revised version of the original draft informed by comments and suggestions made at the Indianapolis meeting,
and continuing dialogue since in various forms and forums.

The Student Leaming Imperative Project was sponsored+ by the American College Personnel Association. The
mission ofACPA is to serve students by means of the
Association's programs for educators who are committed to the overall development of students in postsecondary education.
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Appendix B

SMSU CAMPUS MEMO
TO:
FROM:

Shannon Horn, Kentwood Hall Director

DATE:

August 18, 1997

RE:

Thesis Study

I am a full time staff member here at SMSU working to complete my master's degree. I
am currently working on my thesis. The purpose of my study is to look at factors in
faculty members' undergraduate experience that may affect their relationships with
students. Therefore, I am sending you this survey in hopes that you could take a few
minutes to assist me in my research. Of course, this survey is completely optional and
results will be discussed in general terms in my data analysis.
I know this is a very hectic time of the year and I appreciate your time and assistance.
Please return your completed survey in the attached campus mail envelope by Friday,
September 12. If you have any questions regarding the instrument or my study, please
contact me by phone at 4820, by e-mail at smt 165t@vma.smsu.edu, or by campus mail at
Kentwood Hall.
Once again, thank you for your time. Have a wonderful semester.
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Appendix C

FACULTY EXPERIENCE SURVEY
1) Current Rank and Discipline_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
2) Degrees Held (please include year conferred):
3) Number of years teaching at the University level_ _ _ _ __
4) Number of years teaching at SMSU_ _ _Are you tenured?_ _ __
5) Which of the following best describes your undergraduate institution?
(Check all that apply)
_Large
Small
Private
Public
Non-denominational Affiliation
Denominational Affiliation
_Highly Selective _Selective _Open
Rural
Urban
6) While attending your undergraduate institution, how many semesters did you live in
the following environments?
_with family _apartment _Greek house _residence hall _other
7) Which of the following were you involved in during your undergraduate years?
(Please list number of semesters)
_membership in a social greek organization
_membership in a campus governance group
_membership in a campus ministry group
_membership in a departmental organization
_membership in a residence hall organization
_membership in a service organization
_membership in an honorary organization
volunteer work
_internship
_out of class experiences with faculty members
_on campus job
_off campus job
research assistant
_resident assistant (residence hall floor advisor)
_other (please list)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
8) At what point in your education did you decide to become a college professor?
_high school
_undergraduate
_graduate _doctorate
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9) To what extent did involvement in the following undergraduate experiences, affect
your decision to persist in completing your undergraduate degree?
(Please circle: 1O=most influenced, 1=no influence)
membership in a social greek organization

membership in campus governance

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

3 4

5 6

7

8 9

10

membership in a campus ministry group

membership in a departmental group

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

membership in a residence hall organization

membership in a service organization

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

membership in an honorary organization

volunteer work

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

internship

out of class experience with faculty

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

on campus job

Off campus job

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

Research assistant

1

2

3 4

5 6

Resident assistant

7

8 9

10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

other (please list)

Other (please list)

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910
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10) To what extent did the following experiences affect your decision to teach at the
university level? (Please circle: lO=most influenced, l=no influence)
membership in a social greek organization

membership in campus governance

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

membership in a campus ministry group

membership in a departmental group

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

membership in a residence hall organization

membership in a service organization

1

1 2

2

345678910

membership in an honorary organization
1

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

volunteer work
1 2

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

internship

out of class experience with faculty

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

on campus job

Off campus job

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

Research assistant

Resident assistant

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

other (please list)

Other (please list)

1

1 2

2

345678910

3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

10

10

10

11) In your opinion do students at SMSU today, have more or less opportunity for out of
class experiences than you did? (lO=more opportunity, l=less opportunity)
1

2

345678910
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12) To what extent do you think the following experiences affect students today and their
desire to learn and prosper? (Please circle: 1O=most influenced, 1=no influence)
membership in a social greek organization

membership in campus governance

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

membership in a campus ministry group

membership in a departmental group

1

1 2 3 4

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5 6

7 8 9 10

membership in a residence hall organization

membership in a service organization

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

membership in an honorary organization

volunteer work

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

3 4

5

6

7

8 9

10

internship

1

2

3

out of class experience with faculty

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

on campus job

Off campus job

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2

345678910

Research assistant

1

2

3 4

5

Resident assistant

6

7

8 9

10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

other (please list)

Other (please list)

1

1 2 3 4

2

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

5 6 7 8 9 10
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13) To what extent is your relationship with students affected by your out of class
undergraduate experience? (1 O=most influenced, 1=no influence)

1

2

345678910

14) Which of the following experiences did you have with faculty in your undergraduate
education?
_met with a professor during office hours
_met with a professor for an out of class academic event
_met with a professor for a meal on campus
_met with a professor for a meal off campus
_attended a function at a professor's home
_attended a non academic function with a professor
other
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

15) Which of the following experiences have you had with your students here at SMSU?
_met with a student during office hours
met with a student for an out of class academic event
_met with a student for a meal on campus
_met with a student for a meal off campus
_invited students for a function at your home
attended a non academic function with a student
other
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

16) Which of the following qualities do you most remember about a professor who
influenced you?
_Fixed expectations
_Flexible expectations
_Comprehensive knowledge
_Applicable knowledge
Humorous
Serious
_Strict organization
_Some organization
Fixed office hours
Flexible office hours
Introverted
Extroverted
17) Which of the following qualities best describes your teaching style?
_Fixed expectations
_Flexible expectations
_Comprehensive knowledge
_Applicable knowledge
Humorous
Serious
_Strict organization
_Some organization
Fixed office hours
Flexible office hours
Introverted
Extroverted
18) If this survey brought up any memories or thoughts that you would like to share,
please write them in the space below.
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AppendixD
Scoring Table
Variable

Survey Item #

Participant
Rank

Survey Number OOI-I 78
I-Instructor, 2-Asst.. Prof., 3-Assoc. Prof., 4-Full Prof.
I

Discipline

I

I-Arts & Letters, 2-Business Administration, 3-Education,
4-Health & Human Services, 5- Humanities & Public
Affairs, 6-Natural & Applied Sciences, 7-0ther

Bachelor

2

I-Pre-I970, 2-I970-79, 3-I980-89, 4-I990-Present

Master

2

I-Pre-I970, 2-I970-79, 3-I980-89, 4-I990-Present

Ph.D.

2

I-Pre-I970, 2-I970-79, 3-I980-89, 4-I990-Present, 5-NA

Years Teach

3

Record as two digit number

Years SMSU

4a

Record as two digit number

Tenure

4b

I-yes, 2-no

Type

5a

I-public, 2-private

Size
Religion

5b

I-large, 2-small

5c

I-denominational affiliation, 2-non-denominational
affiliation

Location

5d

I -rural, 2-urban

Admission

5e

I-highly selective, 2-selective, 3-open

Family

6a

I-yes, 2-no

Apartment

6b

I-yes, 2-no

Greek House
Residence Hall

6c

I-yes, 2-no

6d

I-yes, 2-no

Other

6e

I-yes, 2-no

7a

I-yes, 2-no

7b

7 a (Greek)
7 b (govt.)

I-yes, 2-no

7c

7 c (ministry)

I-yes, 2-no

7d

7 d (dept.)

I-yes, 2-no

7e

7 e (halls)

I-yes, 2-no

7f
7g

7 f (service)

I-yes, 2-no

7 g (honorary)

I-yes, 2-no

7h
71

7 h (volunteer)
7 I (internship)

I-yes, 2-no

Scoring

I-yes, 2-no
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7j
7k
71
7m
7n
7o
8
9a
9b
9c
9d
9e
9f
9g
9h
91
9j
9k
91
9m
9n
9o
10 a
lOb
lOc
10 d
lOe
10 f
10 g
lOh
10 I
lOj
lOk
101
lOm

7 j (faculty)
7 k (job-on)
7 1 (job-off)
7 m (research)
7n(RA)
7 o (other)
8
9 a (Greek)
9 b (govt.)
9 c (ministry)
9 d (dept.)
9 e (halls)
9 f (service)
9 g (honor)
9 h (volunteer)
9 I (internship)
9 j (faculty)
9 k (job-on)
9 1 (job-off)
9 m (research)
9n(RA)
9 o (Other)
10 a (Greek)
10 b (govt.)
10 c (ministry)
10 d (dept.)
10 e (halls)
10 f (service)
10 g (honor)
10 h (volunteer)
10 I (internship)
10 j (faculty)
10 k (job-on)
10 1 (job-off)
10 m (research)

1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
1-high school, 2-undergraduate., 3-graduate, 4-doctorate
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
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lOn
lOo
11

12 a
12 b
12 c
12 d
12 e
12 f
12 g
12h
12 I
12j
12k
121
12m
12n
12 0
13

14 a
14 b
14 c
14 d
14 e
14 f
14 g
15 a
15 b
15 c
15 d
15 e
16 a
16 b
16 c
16 d

l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
11
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 a (Greek)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 b (govt.)
12 c (ministry) l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 d (dept.)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 e (halls)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 f (service)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 g (honor)
12 h (volunteer) l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 I (internship) l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 j (faculty)
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 k Gob-on)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
121 Gob-off)
12 m (research) 1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12n(RA)
l=l-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
12 o (Other)
1=1-3, 2=4-7, 3=8-10
13
1-yes, 2-no
14 a (office)
1-yes, 2-no
14 b (event)
14 c (meal on) 1-yes, 2-no
14 d (meal off) 1-yes, 2-no
14 e (home)
1-yes, 2-no
14 f (function) 1-yes, 2-no
14 g (other)
1-yes, 2-no
15 a (office)
1-yes, 2-no
15 b (event)
1-yes, 2-no
15 c (home)
1-yes, 2-no
15 d (function) 1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
15 e (other)
16 a (fixed)
1-yes, 2-no
16 b (comp.)
1-yes, 2-no
16 c (app.)
1-yes, 2-no
1-yes, 2-no
16 d (hum.)
lOn(RA)
10 o (Other)
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16 e

16 e (serious)

1-yes, 2-no

16 f

16 f (strict)

1-yes, 2-no

16 g

16 g (some)

1-yes, 2-no

16 h

16 h (fixed)

1-yes, 2-no

16 I
16j

16 I (flex)

1-yes, 2-no

16j (intro)

1-yes, 2-no

16 k

16 k (extro)

1-yes, 2-no

17 a

17 a (fixed)

1-yes, 2-no

17b

17 b (flex)
17 c (app.)

1-yes, 2-no

17 d (hum.)

1-yes, 2-no

17 e

17 e (serious)

1-yes, 2-no

17 f

17 f (strict)

1-yes, 2-no

17 g

17 g (some)

1-yes, 2-no

17 h

17 h (fixed hrs)

1-yes, 2-no

17 I
17j

17 I (flex. hrs)

1-yes, 2-no

17 j (intro)

1-yes, 2-no

17 k

17 k (extro)

1-yes, 2-no

17 c
17 d

1-yes, 2-no
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Appendix E
Comments from Question18
(divided by theme)
Instrument
On survey, perhaps inadvertent omission of athletic participation presents a bias?
Content validate your instrument.
You should work on your survey design. Items 16 & 17 are obviously column A or B. It
is not clear if items 9, 10, 12 are a ranking or a simple agree-disagree (likert type scale).
Obviously my experience is not relevant to today's students. You should probably have
asked more personal information on the questionnaire. How old were they when they
were an undergraduate? Did they work? Live in the dorm? Married? With children?
Formal organizations may be important with a large, impersonal campus where many
commute or work so that students feel less "plugged in" to the university. Still, I don't
think these organizations will ever play a major role in retention. Personal relationships
with other students and faculty are more important, whether you join many groups or
none.
I don't think you're going to address your interests through this survey. You need to do a
lot of interviews.
Not much here on colloquia and speakers as part of education out of class.
This is interesting-the things that mattered the most to me as an undergrad. and that had
the greatest influence on choices since don't show upon this survey very often.
Thoughts on what value this survey may serve to solicit information of value
Your survey doesn't not take into account (perhaps because this is not your interest)
intellectual guidance-influential ideas-how they interact with student development, etc.
Professor Oriented
Two high school English teachers introduced me to the joys of the Humanities. General
Education courses helped me be a broadly educated person.
I believe my experiences during my undergraduate days have helped me to be a better
teacher. During school days ver few, if any, instructors acted as if they truly cared for the
success of the students nor did they take time to assist. I hope I never stop thinking about
the students' concerns and success as my number one obligation.
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Probably the best quality that a professor can have to positively influence students is to
take a sincere professional and personal interest in each student as an individual and to
make himself/herself available to the student when needed.
You're making an assumption that undergraduate years made a difference. I think that is
true for some faculty, but not so in my case. I'm in a different academic discipline
entirely and have a very different teaching style from most of my professors. My desire
to be a professor sneaked upon me as I was in grad. school with several fine, personable
faculty members. The bigger influences on me, though, were my work experiences as an
administrator and teacher and my original mentor at the second college where I worked.
My undergraduate years had almost no influence on my future career (though I did learn
many valuable skills in undergrad.).
I was much more influenced by my Graduate Advisor than by undergraduate.
I had a very close relationship with my advisor and private teacher.
Although I intended to become a chemistry professor long before meeting him, Dr.
Donald Steinpreis' exuberance rang a joyful chime to know it was going to be fun. My
undergrad. professors who had the greatest positive influence on me were those who were
extremely knowledgeable and set high expectations but also were warm, compassionate
and flexible (within reason). They also showed a keen awareness of the world outside
their discipline and could apply their specialized knowledge to that world.
The faculty for my undergraduate, I think, were of the old school (20 plus) years ago.
The teacher I mentioned is one that stands out as he was "human"-1 try to be "human" to
my students and approachable and knowledgeable. He saw that I got a work-study job in
the child development lab, which I loved. He was the only professor (besides the dean)
who seemed to take a genuine interest in me as a person-as if to say... "You can do it!"
The rest scared me!
I wish that undergrad. professors had had more time to devote to me. I was completely
on my own academically and financially as an undergrad. and could have used the
friendship, caring and mentoring.
Faculty were personal mentors out of the classroom. We worked hard academically (a lot
of homework), but it is the informal contact that I remember best.
My favorite teachers were those who challenged me intellectually. I have only had 3
such in my entire career. These were charismatic, dynamic, hard-working, earnest
teachers who felt passionately about their subject and their students.
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The fact that my best relationships with faculty were not teacher/student but mentor
guide/learner has greatly influenced my teaching style and development. My
undergraduate degree was at SMS College (in early 1950's).
I remember my undergraduate faculty mentor inviting me not only to his home with other
majors but also to a picnic with his family. Meeting and interacting with him as a person
was great, but it also challenged me to maintain the respect, etc.
As an undergraduate student, I seldom went to a professor's office-probably because few
(if any) invited students to come and to feel welcome. As a teacher for each class, even
before IDS 110, all students are scheduled to come for a conference at least once during a
semester. These individual conferences are invaluable in establishing good rapport and in
understanding student's needs.
I remember most, the few times my professors gave me personal attention, or invited the
class to his/her home-when the professor had respect for me as a person.
This survey really misses the mark of my experiences. Frankly, mine were extremely
pleasant in most cases. I'm still relatively close to many of my former teachers and
maintain constant contact with them.
The best teacher took time for his/her students and didn't dissuade them from asking
questions about class or life in general.
My own teaching style is heavily borrowed from the faculty in my discipline from my
undergrad. days.
I've always tried to be the kind of instructor I wanted to have when I was an undergrad.-intelligent, well grounded and able to meet the needs of students who make an effort.
The professors (including the director of the Marching Band) I remember most fondly,
those who could relate to me as just one human being to another. Others could not climb
down from their pedestals.
Out of classroom experiences with professors are very valuable-field trips, research
experiences, organizations.
I strive to have a much better out of class relationship with my students than my
undergrad. professors had with my colleagues and me! Kind of an "inverse influence".
Overall, I thought they were too distant.
I respected the professors who were knowledgeable, organized and who had high (but
attainable) expectations. Also, I appreciated feedback on assignments. As a professor, I
try to follow that model. Since I grew up on a college campus as the daughter of a
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college dean, "college" was never a foreign environment to me.
I appreciated the openness of my faculty. I believe that I need to be structured to give the
students structure as I had, although this is difficult.
I am much different than many of my professors-not better, just different.
Being treated like a reasonable and interesting adult by faculty raised my motivation and
appreciation for learning.
I received a B in a course in which I had the highest score on the final because I had
turned in too much of my homework late. I tried to talk the professor into raising my
grade but he wouldn't budge. I still like him.
None of these really apply as much as how the teachers who most influenced me allowed
me to think for myself. They encouraged, inspired and challenged me to do independent
thinking. They were scientists and independent thinking is crucial to scientific inquiry.
They taught by example. By watching them do science I learned. Most of this teaching
occurred in laboratory settings as well as in classroom settings and so forth. The
emphasis was on developing persistence, diligence and an inquiring mind.
I went to an uncaring University of California where faculty only cares about their
research and publishing. I am just the opposite. I do everything they didn't-I care.
Student Related
My motivation to become a college professor did not emerge until graduate school. As
an undergraduate, I was mostly unaware of opportunities for real professional
development (internships and undergrad. research-very important in the sciences) and did
not pursue opportunities for informal interactions with faculty. I now strongly encourage
my undergraduate students to take advantage of the opportunities that I missed.
Factors affecting my decision determination to finish my degree also included (l)being a
first generation college student and (2) growing up in poverty.
It was a foregone conclusion that I would go to college and get a BS degree. In my
family, not going to college was not an option.
You haven't identified the kinds of things that influenced many of us to pursue advanced
academic work-love oflearning, unanswered questions in our work, longing to know, etc.
It seems to me that none of your categories were relevant to why I continued my
undergraduate education-there was one: I had to have the degree to get a job.
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As an older student with children, I generally set my own goals and expectations. The
department merely supported me.
Personal motivation is probably the key factor: clear career objectives where need a
college degree, high family expectations, and intellectual curiosity and a desire to learn.
Students knew the expectations in class and were expected to meet them. They were
responsible for attending class and completing assignments. Students were treated as
adults.

If a student comes to class I'll do anything for them. If they don't come to class I'm very
inflexible. I like the attached quote a great deal!
It is not the aim of education to make the student feel good about himself or
herself. On the contrary, if anything, a good education should lead to a permanent
sense of dissatisfaction. Complacency is the very opposite of the intellectual life.
The dirty secret of intellectual life is the first-rate work requires an enormous
amount of effort, anxiety, and even desperation. The quests for knowledge and
truth, as well as depth, insight, and originality, are not effortless, and they
certainly are not comfortable.
Several things are different since I was an undergraduate student (1956-1960) at a
small private liberal arts college. We were all ages 17-22, lived in the dorm, did not
work, attended school full time and graduated in 8 semesters. Obviously this is not true
today.
Students came from upper middle class families where parents were college
graduates, or at least had some college. SAT scores (the old "college boards") were high
and the college only accepted 1 out of 3 applicants. Students were strongly motivated
toward careers in the professions or business and at least a fourth went on for graduate
training. Intellectual pursuits and personal development were highly valued. Retention
was simply not a problem.
Formal organizations such as the ones you mention had little influence on my
college life even though I would have been considered to be highly involved in campus
activities. The fine arts were very important. .. we spent a lot of time reading plays and
poetry, attending concerts (I even joined the Opera Club), going to art exhibits, and doing
creative activities on our own. We had long political or philosophical conversations with
professors at informal gatherings at their homes. Sometimes foreign students would
prepare a meal. The campus brought in a lot of famous people for us to meet. We
worked in the early civil rights and anti-war (Ban the Bomb) movements, got together to
sing Pete Seager folk songs, and worried about the state of the world. Zen was big,
beatnik poets popped up everywhere, and we spent hours in ''what is the meaning of
truth" type discussions.
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Student took greater responsibility for their own learning than students do today. While
grades were important, they were not the primary reason for taking a class. They better
reflected the work accomplished, rather than the minimum necessary for a particular
grade.
My experience here with students is much like my own, however, the expectations
regarding reading and class preparation by the students is so very low, at both the
undergraduate and especially as a graduate student. I never went to class without reading
the assignments. It was expected of me, as a student, to participate in the classroom. I
find this is not the standard by my colleagues.
Many SMS students are interested in career preparation. Study time is too limited, lack
of resolve is apparent, and we have low expectations in many courses.
Students expect more, willing to give less.
Institutions differ-more Greek interest at SMSU-also lose good students during pledging.
Political Statements
This goes back to old adage that students are most affected by professors who show a
genuine interest in their well being and success as students while maintaining standards
for excellence. Ten to 20 years ago, professors at SMS were great at being available for
students, etc. A certain university President's administration effectively killed the go the
extra mile feeling on this campus.
The terms "merit pay" and "student evaluation" were not a part of the vocabulary of my
college instructor (50's&60's). As a result, the instructors presented themselves as
professionals and were accepted as such. Today (at SMSU) the faculty is overly
concerned about their merit pay status and about their student evaluations. As a group the
SMSU faculty are closer to being hourly wage employees (put up a good front and leave)
than the professional educators one would expect. Merit is undermining. One must
submit a brag sheet every year detailing how much better they are than everyone else. (If
you are not better, no extra pay.) Students are poor evaluators. There is too much of a
positive correlation between good grades and good evaluations. The course content
becomes secondary.
I really enjoyed seeing instructors outside the classroom and being able to interact with
them in other environments and on a less structural situation. Back then they weren't
afraid to fraternize with students and didn't feel that they were being observed by "Big
Brother" and they better not step outside the boundaries.
Professors today differ from those I had. Back then, teaching was the main thing they
did. They were immersed in teaching academics. Outside research was related to what
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they were teaching. Now, research, publication, and service seem to rank above teaching
in importance. This is imposed on college professors by their instructional requirements
for promotion and tenure. So there is less time to prepare lessons and assignments.
Those still strongly committed to teaching are wearing themselves out trying to do
everything. They end up retiring as soon as possible. What a loss!
Loss of spontaneity with fear of possibly offending someone, open office door during
private conversations, false accusations, etc.

